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ABSTRACT 



Among many diverse pressures on higher education, 
there are 5 major stresses which together have produced a crisis in 
university management: the growing student population, rising costs, 
a rapidly changing demand for programs, student demands for 
relevance, and an increasingly repressive public environment. 

Although some academicians fear the application of business 
management methods to academic administration, their fears are 
attributable to a limited view of management process. One of the 
features of management is systems analysis which rests on 3 elements: 
a model or simulation of the organization's behavior; a continuous 
planning cycle (typically incorporating program budgeting); and a 
coordinated "management information system. "A carefully developed 
automated information system is needed to process data flowing into 
this system. The management system's character must be precisely 
tailored to 2 parameters: the existing institutional profile (size, 

traditions, strengths, anticipated growth, organizational structure) 
and the future institutional profile (goals and objectives) . The 
University of Houston is an example of an institution that is 
undertaking a major drive toward implementation of management 
systems. (JS) 
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THE "MANAGERIALIZATION” OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

□ Richard H. Brien 



Forces greater in number and 
intensity stemming from more di- 
verse origins than ever before are at 
work on the institutions and prac- 
tices of higher education in the 
United States, A complete inventory 
of these pressures would be impracti- 
cal. if not impossible to present, but 
five of the major stresses are of 
particular importance. 

The first is the growing college 
population , It is estimated that be- 
tween 1960 and 1970 total college- 
university enrollment more than 
doubled from 3.5 million to over 7 
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million. 1 Over the next decade the 
college-eligible age group is expected 
to grow at a rate more rapid than 
that of the total population. The 
pressure to increase even further the 
proportion of this group which ac- 
tually enrolls in college will con- 
tinue, with emphasis on programs 
for disadvantaged students. 2 By 1980, 
total enrollment will be 11.5 million, 
with two-thirds of the population 
between the ages of 18 and 21 
attending college. 3 

A second major pressure is rising 
costs . As in all other sectors of 
American society, both operating 
and capital costs in education are 
caught in the vortex of chronic in- 
flation. In addition, faculty and 
staff salaries are still being upgraded 
in real terms, although the rate of 
increase may be slowing. Unlike 
most industrial organizations, how- 
ever, colleges and universities can- 
not offset cost increases by across- 
the-board direct revenue hikes with- 
out violating the social priority of 
making higher education even more 
widely available, especially to those 
least able to pay. 

Higher education is also experienc- 
ing a rapidly changing demand for 
programs . Burgeoning technological 
change, a substantial part of it 
spawned by college and university 
research activities, is altering the 
occupational (and therefore the aca- 
demic discipline) demand pattern. 
The process is fairly clear: research 
in the vanguard of an established 
discipline reveals a subbody of knowl- 



edge, and the seeds of a new disci- 
pline are sown. Functional applica- 
tions are rapidly developed in the 
industrial, health, defense, or other 
sectors, and an ongoing demand for 
practitioners of the new discipline is 
created. The universities respond by 
creating a department; offering bach- 
elor's, master's, and doctoral degrees, 
and mounting a major research 
activity that will soon subdivide the 
discipline again. 

No issue is taken with the general 
thrust of this innovative process; it 
is a major part of the university's 
raison d'etre , But one must question 
the virtually uncontrolled prolifera- 
tion of new programs, especially when 
matched pairs of costly teaching and 
research facilities are installed in the 
same area by two institutions (or- 
sometimes by two departments with- 
in the same institution) and- each 
operates at less than 50 percent of 
capacity. 

Certainly another major vector at 
work on universities is the students' 
wrenching quest for relevance. Student 
restiveness, goals, and strategies are 
topics of such immediacy and wide- 
spread concern today that one is 
tempted to give them perhaps dis- 
proportionate attention. Still, subtler 
issues aside, students — who surely 
have been until recently the most un- 
attended constituency of the univer- 
sity — are saying that, with all the 
programs offered, institutions still 
have managed to make much higher 
learning experience, listless, unimagi- 
native, and extraneous to the urgent 
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social issues of the day. 

A fifth, and consequent, pressure 
on higher education is an increasingly 
repressive public environment . When 
concerned students choose violent, 
destructive modes of expression they 
stimulate latent antiintellectualism 
in the nation at large. As a result, 
higher education feels reverberations 
in legislative budget appropriations 
for public institutions and in contri- 
butions from individuals and corpora- 
tions for both public and private in- 
stitutions. A graver fear is that 
nonuniversity bodies will attempt to 
effect stringent direct controls over 
the academic process. 

What is the net result of these 
social and economic vectors? There 
is an urge toward a general expansion 
of the higher educational system, a 
dynamic demand for a continual re- 
shaping of the program mix of col- 
leges and universities, mounting evi- 
dence of dissatisfaction with the 
learning experience now provided, 
and growing dissatisfaction by con- 
stituencies whose financial support is 
crucial to the expansion and enrich- 
ment of college-level academic pro- 
grams. Whenever an organization is 
faced with pressures to grow and to 
reformulate the mix and nature of its 
major activities at the same time 
that it is faced with rising costs and 
diminishing budgets — at least on a 
relative, if not an absolute, basis — it 
is squarely up against a management 
crises. At some time in the life cycle 
of virtually every organization, its 
ability to succeed in spite of itself 
runs out. That is precisely where 
many American colleges and uni- 
versities find themselves today. 

Management myth 

Widely divergent views exist con- 
cerning the degree to which the 
management process can and should 
be applied in academic settings. 



There is a feeling among much of the 
nonacademic public, on the one hand, 
that colleges and universities should 
be run on a “businesslike” basis. 
What is needed to bring both budgets 
and students in line, according to this 
view, is a healthy slug of good old- 
fashioned, authoritarian management 
discipline. 

There exists, on the other hand, a 
purely academic view of the univer- 
sity as an intellectual retreat: a com- 
munity of scholars should be in- 
sulated externally and open, in- 
timate, and spontaneous internally. 
To “manage” such a community is 
to impose upon it structure, hier- 
archy, and narrowly directed be- 
havior. 

Neither view is appropriate in 
light of the challenges currently 
faced by higher education in the 
United States. The first, the pub- 
lic-at-large perspective, would use 
outdated managerial philosophy to 
establish and pursue goals largely in- 
appropriate for academic institutions. 
The second or academic view pre- 
sumably involves more appropriate 
notions about the purpose and nature 
of educational institutions, but it 
attaches a stigma to the management 
process which is largely unfounded 
in view of recent developments in 
organization theory and management 
practice, and which impedes the ac- 
complishment of many of the very 
goals educators would approve. 

This is not to argue for the cor- 
porate-industrial model of the uni- 
versity with trustees acting as direc- 
tors, the administration as manage- 
ment, faculty and staff as work force, 
and students as consumers . 4 Indeed, 
to argue for the imposition of the 
organization structure or model of 
one type of institution with a very 
specific constellation of goals on an- 
other organization with a distinctly 
different goal pattern is to violate 
brazenly what modern organization 



theory teaches. To demonstrate how 
incongruous it is to talk of the “edu- 
cation industry,” one author ob- 
serves that the inevitable counter- 
part is to refer to Procter & Gamble 
as a “detergent university .” 5 

Julian Foster expresses the con- 
cern, though, that those who draw 
the parallel between industrial enter- 
prises and universities will conclude 
that 

the university really is a species of 
corporation, to which principles of 
business management can appropri- 
ately be applied . 6 

One must share his concern if by 
“principles of business management” 
he means expression in specifically 
business terms of objectives to be 
sought by the university (e. g ., mak- 
ing a profit or increasing “market 
share”), or the use of a hierarchical/ 
authoritarian organization structure 
to pursue the university's goals. But 
one suspects that his view of manage- 
ment is too narrowly perceived. 

The management process is not 
exclusive to business, nor is business 
management necessarily conform- 
ing, hierarchical, and unable to abide 
conflict. All purposeful organiza- 
tions are faced with the need to agree 
on goals to which the group will 
orient, choose from among alterna- 
tive strategies to reach the estab- 
lished goals, reduce the selected 
strategy to achievable tasks, es- 
tablish a time frame within which 
progress toward the goals will be 
measured, and marshal, allocate, and 
coordinate the flow of human, ma- 
terial, information, and energy re- 
sources necessary to effect the pro- 
gram. A new approach to the execu- 
tion of this process holds out some 
promise of better achieving the goals 
of higher education, while at the 
same time developing a more hu- 
mane, responsive organization struc- 
ture for colleges and universities. 
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Systems approach 

There is an undeniable and perhaps 
unfortunate vogue in management 
terminology for attempting to make 
analysis more scientific by borrow- 
ing. extensively from other disci- 
plines. While the rate of change in 
fashionable phraseology may be 
taken as a crude index of the vigor of 
the discipline, the new terms often 
bring an intimidating mystique along 
with their fresh contributions. Such 
has been the case with the systems 
concept. It has roots in the natural 
and physical sciences, in engineering, 
and in the military; more recently, it 
has become integrally linked with 
computer technology. What it means, 
in essence, and how it can be applied 
to management are matters that have 
become unduly obscured, perhaps by 
the concept's multiple derivations. 7 

For human decision making, sys- 
tems analysis formally orginated dur- 
ing the development of optimal 
attack and defense patterns during 
World War II. Teams comprising 
scientists, engineers, and mathemati- 
cians were mobilized from universi- 
ties and research labs. 

to help design software instead of 
hardware, plans instead of equip- 
ment, first in the Battle of Britain 
and later in all major campaigns . 3 

Emphasizing their methods of learn- 
ing and decision making rather than 
their special knowledge, they struc- 
tured the systems approach : 

An inquiry to aid a decision-maker 
to choose a course of action by sys- 
tematically investigating his proper 
objectives, comparing quantitatively 
where possible the costs, effective- 
ness, and risks associated with the 
alternative policies or strategies for 
achieving them, and formulating ad- 
ditional alternatives if those examined 
are found wanting , 9 

The ability to analyze systemati- 
cally the costs, risks, and probable 



outcomes of alternative courses of 
action rests on three highly inter- 
related elements: (1) a model or 
simulation of the organization's be- 
havior (considering both internal and 
external determinants), (2) a con- 
tinuous planning cycle (typically in- 
corporating program budgeting), and 
(3) a coordinated “management in- 
formation system." 

A model is an abstracted, simpli- 
fied, but controllable expression of 
complex real-world relationships. 
Typically, management models start 
out purely descriptive in nature and 
graphic or verbal in format. As the 
organization's goals and objectives 
are considered, refined versions often 
take on a predictive or normative 
character, while their format or mode 
of expression tends to become in- 
creasingly mathematical. In any 
event, 

. . . the problems confronting us to- 
day involve incredibly complex mazes 
or “nests" of interconnections and 
linkages rather than straightforward 
associations and cause-and-effect se- 
quences, and the rebults of important 
changes may be extremely difficult to 
predict. In such cases a good model 
can help appreciably by supplement- 
ing intuition and judgment. It is one 
thing to rely solely on speculations 
about how people will behave under 
certain real-life circumstances, and 
something else again when one can 
objectively investigate possible be- 
havior patterns by simulating those 
circumstances in a model . 10 

For a model to be really useful, it 
must be complemented by a contin- 
uous planning cycle. Some reason- 
ably foreseeable planning horizon is 
established (say, five years), and an 
initial forecast of objectives, work- 
loads, resource needs, and levels of 
achievement over the entire period 
is made in the base year. In each 
succeeding year, the plan is updated 
and extended by at least a year. The 



result is a “moving" five-year plan, 
and the formulation of the operating 
budget for any given year takes 
place precisely in the context of a 
clearly charted, annually updated, 
long-term scheme. Particularly com- 
patible with models and dynamic 
planning is program budgeting, a 
method of organizing cost data so 
they cut across formal organizational 
lines and can be used to analyze ma- 
jor courses of action, or programs, in 
terms of expected utility or benefit. 

Models, plans, and budgets, how- 
ever, are only as strong as the data 
fed into them. The management in- 
formation system, then, is really at 
the heart of a given organization's 
effectiveness, or lack of it. 

Data blizzard 

The modern information explosion has 
been dramatized in various ways. 
The world's accumulation of knowl- 
edge purportedly hps doubled in the 
past decade and will double again in 
the decade ahead. Every 40 minutes 
enough new information to fill a 24- 
volume set of the Encyclopaedia Bri - 
iannica is added to the world's 
libraries. 11 According to a computer- 
oriented observer, 

Information is growing by the micro- 
second and even the nanosecond. We 
cannot turn off the flow . 12 

The irony of this data blizzard is 
that managers and administrators in 
business, government, education, sci- 
ence, engineering, and the professions 
still complain that they have in- 
sufficient, inappropriate, or untimely 
information on which to base operat- 
ing decisions. 

The things we have to manage are 
growing geometrically, while our 
knowledge of how to manage seems 
to increase only arithmetically at 
best. Thus, there is more to manage, 
and more information to manage it 
with — but, by some new form of 
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math, “more plus more” seems to 

add up to less in the way of control . 13 

Clearly the flow of information 
generated within a complex organiza- 
tion must itself be systematized and 
managed. What is needed is a man- 
agement (or administrative) infor- 
mation system — a structured, in- 
teracting complex of persons, ma- 
chines, and procedures designed to 
generate an orderly flow of pertinent 
information, collected from both 
intra-and extraorganizational 
sources, for use as the bases for de- 
cision making in specified responsi- 
bility areas . 14 The fundamental con- 
cept is as appropriate for a college or 
university as for a business firm or a 
government agency. 

Careful construction 

A closer look at the essential com- 
ponents of the definition may be 
helpful. First, a structured, inter- 
acting complex: important here is 
that the information system be a 
carefully developed master plan for 
information flow, with explicit ob- 
jectives and a home in the formal 
organization. Successful systems can- 
not be expected to evolve spontane- 
ously within the organization, nor 
will they result if their creation is 
left exclusively to information tech- 
nicians. A characteristic shared by 
the companies and the few colleges or 
universities that so far have had 
success with their information sys- 
tems is the support of the highest 
levels of administration. 

A university information system 
requires the involvement of both 
line and staff personnel: deans, de- 
partment chairmen, and other de- 
cision makers will have to be much 
more precise in specifying their in- 
formation needs than in the past and 
new teams of information specialists 
will probably have to be developed 
to satisfy these needs. 



In fact, the questions of the perti- 
nence, periodicity, and format of the 
data generated by the system and 
the internal and external sources 
from which the data are to be gath- 
ered can be answered only in the 
framework of a careful analysis of the 
organization's decision structure and 
the specification of the information 
requirements for the decision pro- 
cess. According to many organiza- 
tion theorists, information processing 
and decision making are inseparable: 
a decision occurs only on 

the receipt of some kind of communi- 
cation, it consists of a complicated 
process of combining communica- 
tions from various sources and it re- 
sults in the transmission of further 
communications . 15 

The pursuit of university information 
systems, then, involves much more 
than expanding and automating the 
data gathering process; it is an in- 
extricable part of the larger pursuit 
of more efficient and responsive 
forms of organization for university 
administration. 

In this context, an important per- 
spective on the role of the computer 
arises. The computer is almost as 
important as it is misunderstood 
in information systems. Information 
systems and computers are not 
synonymous, and those who believe 
they are tend to have either exag- 
gerated expectations about the com- 
puter's effectiveness in solving ad- 
ministrative problems or somewhat 
hysterical notions about machine 
dominance in the cybernetic world 
of the future. 

The study of information systems . . . 
is not the study of computers. It is 
the study of how the organization 
communicates and processes infor- 
mation to maximize the effective- 
ness . . . and further the objectives of 
management . 16 

The imposing speed, power, and cost 



of the computer have, however, 
prompted many organizations to 
execute the first formal analysis of 
their own information flow. 

Concerning the dehumanizing as- 
pects of the computer, Chris Argyris, 
chairman of the Department of 
Administrative Sciences at Yale, con- 
cludes from a long-range study of ex- 
ecutive behavior that humans repre- 
sent 

a more potent source of dehuman- 
ization, conformity, and ineffective 
decision-making than does computer 
technology . 17 

Argyris' study suggests that im- 
proving the information system in an 
organization tends to shift the basis 
of influence from coercive power to 
competence, and to make the orga- 
nization more candid and responsive 
to honesty. The reasoning behind 
this conclusion is this: 

Once organizations are able to process 
information effectively and quickly, 
the basis of influence will shift. Power 
will not be able to get anything more 
out of an organization than will brains 
and human commitment (unless the 
organization is inflexible and unable 
to respond to competence). In an 
open, trusting organization the power 
for action will come from having the 
right knowledge at the right time, 
with each executive assisted by his 
colleagues. 

Once the basis of action shifts to- 
ward competence and knowledge and 
away from power, then many of the 
negative consequences of power will 
no longer be so imperative. For ex- 
ample, the computer will be effective 
only to the extent that truth is fed 
into it. Dishonesty, distortions, de- 
fensive actions cannot be programmed 
without the output becoming fouled 
up. Moreover, in a world where power 
is used as the major force to get com- 
pliance, it is usually accompanied by 
the use of guilt and exhortation. (“If 
you do not do what I ask you, you 
are bad and therefore I must punish 
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you.”) The basis for loyalty is fear 
and guilt. In an organization based 
upon information and competence, 
the basis for doing the right things 
is that it works, it makes sense for 
the individual and the organization. 
Honesty and trust are required be- 
cause such behavior is responsible, 
competent, and elective. 18 

In the educational institution, too, 
productive applications debunk the 
threat of dehumanization by the 
computer. In fact, in large universi- 
ties computer-based record systems 
are an important device used to 
combat student depersonalization. 
As one administrator observed: 

Automation of records, far frombury- 
ing the students in a file of num- 
bers, gives them their only chance at 
individual attention in large institu- 
tions. With an automated system, 
one can be sure that every student 
comes up for surveillance every time 
a file is processed. In a manual sys- 
tem, he's buried in files too difficult 
to get at unless he's in trouble . . . l9 

Effecting ‘managerialization’ 

The precise character of a.manage- 
ment systems project must be tai- 
lored to two major sets of parameters. 
The first is the existing, unique pro- 
file of the institution: its size, tradi- 
tions, strengths, weaknesses, antic- 
ipated growth, and existing organi- 
zation structure. The second is the 
institution's goals and objectives, or 
its future profile. 

The first two steps in the systems 
approach to management are formal 
attempts to evaluate those param- 
eters. The process begins with the 
modeling of the existing condition 
of the organization (descriptive mod- 
eling). The next step is to develop 
models of some future desired state 
of the system (normative or deter- 
ministic modeling by program and 
for the institution as a whole). 
Finally, the process includes the 



identification and selection of the 
most cost-effective route from the 
current to the projected state (fore- 
casting, planning, and budgeting by 
programs). The success of the entire 
process depends heavily on the cre- 
ation of a djmamic data bank and 
management information system. 

Perhaps the crucial turning point 
in “managerialization” of a given 
university lies between the comple- 
tion of the descriptive model and the 
formulation of the normative model. 
For it is here that the aspirations, 
ambitions, and perceptions of the 
university's d iverse constituencies 
will be expressed. Descriptive models 
typically are passive enough not to 
trigger great controversy; the storm 
begins when abstractions of the 
institution's future character are 
made. It will be immediately clear 
at this point that there are more 
“demands" to be met (at least in 
some important group's perception) 
than the expected stock of resources, 
viewed realistically, will permit. The 
trade-off implications of the institu- 
tion's alternative growth patterns 
will begin to hit home (e.g., a 50 per- 
cent expansion of program A will 
permit only a 10 percent increase in 
program B and will condemn C to a 
standstill, perhaps even a phase- 
out). 20 

From this point on there will be 
three critical aspects of the manage- 
ment systems project: explication, 
objectivity , and leverage. 

The need for explication is clear 
when one contemplates the develop- 
ment of a master model of an organi- 
zation as complex as a college or uni- 
versity. The literature is filled with 
different notions at the macrolevel of 
the role and scope of higher educa- 
tional institutions; the internal, op- 
erational perceptions of an institu- 
tion's profile and mission are prob- 
ably even more diverse (i.e., every- 
one involved has some model, at 




least an implicit one, of the total 
organization). Trite as it may sound, 
the greatest problem in the adminis- 
tration of a complex organization is 
to assure that all those whose de- 
cisions will materially influence the 
behavior or character of the organi- 
zation are concerned with the same 
questions. Too often the attempt to 
choose from alternative strategies 
and to resolve the consequent 
trade-offs is made before a sufficiently 
common explication of the problems 
and choices has been achieved. 

To identify, explicate, and syn- 
thesize the various implicit models of 
of the total university will require a 
high order of objectivity. Three 
things will be necessary to shore up 
this objectivity: First, the task 

group's “going-in” perceptions 
should be as neutral as possible. 
Second, the group must have ac- 
curate, comprehensive information as 
a basis for building the master model. 
Finally, the group must have clear 
support from top administration. 
Without these requisites, the master 
model almost inevitably will reflect 
to a disproportionate degree the 
biases of particularly powerful, pres- 
tigious, or vocal persons or groups. 

Building a data bank and informa- 
tion system, formulating the master 
models (even the initial descriptive 
one), and, subsequently, implement- 
ing the planning and program bud- 
geting system will require a large 
time commitment — a commitment 
that already burdened administra- 
tors and others may well not be able 
to afford. The need, then, is for 
a staff task group that can selec- 
tively use inputs from the univer- 
sity's constituent groups. Such a 
group, with the management sys- 
tems project as its exclusive focus, 
can provide leverage for the time of 
administrators, faculty, students, and 
others who should have a strong im- 
pact on the project, but who have 
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other, more immediate concerns. 

The need for explication, objec- 
tivity, and leverage strongly suggests 
the use of external consultants to 
start the managerialization project 
and the creation of an internal, on- 
going management staff once the 
initial effects have "taken; " Enough 
experience has been generated to 
permit the detailed visualization of a 
university planning and analysis 
center to utilize the capabilities of 
the university computing center and 
transform the existing office of in- 
stitutional research or its counter- 
part into a comprehensive decision - 
information "nerve center/' 

The University of Houston is an 
example of a university in the "awful 
middle/' It is faced with the five 
major pressures identified previously, 
plus some special conditions: it is the 
only multiversity in one of the 
nation's largest and most rapidly 
growing urban areas, yet it is the 
youngest member of the state's 
major university system. The effects 
of the first five pressures have been 
discussed generally; the special con- 
ditions accelerate and further pro- 
liferate regional demands on the 
university at a time when it has little 
status or political power. 

Institutional response 

In response to this complex of 
pressures, the University of Houston 
is undertaking a major drive toward 
the implementation of management 
systems. The Office of Institutional 
Studies has modeled many major 
sectors of the university and a 
master model is in progress. A five- 
year, continuous-planning cycle was 
inaugurated last year with the prin- 
cipal reporting unit the academic or 
administrative department. This re- 
sulted in over 150 separate planning 
documents. These would be extreme- 
ly unwieldy to reconcile in their 
atomized form; thus, the next stage 



is to orient the planning/budgeting 
process around the university's 15 or 
20 major programs. 

In addition, four task forces were 
established to work on the major 
elements of a universitywide man- 
agement information system: (1) 

Academic Information Task Force, 
(2) Admissions, Counseling, and Reg- 
istration Task Force, (3) Financial 
Management Information Task 
Force, and (4) Physical Facilities and 
Space Utilization Task Force, 

In a major planning document, 
Douglas G, MacLean, the univer- 
sity's vice president for staff ser- 
vices, observed that: 

. . , notions of "management” have 
encountered considerable resistance 
because of the fear of loss of indi- 
vidual freedom and of the end of in- 
dependent planning by separate dis- 
ciplines and activities. Implicit in 
this resistance is the feeling that in- 
dependence can be preserved only if 
operations remain too complex, too 
obscure for organized evaluation and 
control. It is now apparent that spi- 
raling costs and she rr " lefficiency of 
operation pose a gir ^r threat to 
freedom of action than uo the expo- 
sure of operating details and the loss 
of some degree of control over re- 
sources . 21 

In its first year the Academic In- 
formation Task Force attempted a 
universitywide decision-information- 
need analysis. The study elicited a 
wide range of responses to the pros- 
pect of the managerialization of the 
university. Most reflected an aware- 
ness of the full dimensions of the man- 
agement crisis facing higher, educa- 
tion and offered encouragement and 
cooperation, A few represented the 
defensive position of status-oriented, 
suboptimizing administrators (an 
open organization of the type de- 
scribed by Argyris would pose a ma- 
jor threat to their empires). 

But the middle-ground response to 



the information-need study was per- 
haps the most poignant. One depart- 
ment chairman observed that most 
information he receives seems extra- 
neous to the significant decisions he 
makes; the trivial reports he receives 
seem helpful only in filling out the 
trivial reports he is required t>o file. 
"Finally," he wrote, "I had to make 
a decision about this questionnaire" 
(the task force information-need sur- 
vey). "Go ahead and fill it in, like the 
hundreds of others that come by this 
desk? Or complain about it? Not that 
it is so tiresome in itself, but it's just 
another in the long string of things 
that seem only remotely related to 
what we try to do — teach school." 

This wistful observation reflects the 
dilemma of universities caught in the 
awful middle, For most of America's 
institutions of higher learning there 
is no road back to the tiny, intimate 
community of scholars which can exist 
blissfully unfettered by administra- 
tive consideration (if, indeed, such 
communities ever existed). But nei- 
ther can institutions afford to remain 
constellations of proliferating sub- 
empires protected by status and power 
affiliations and by jammed communi- 
cations networks. They cannot afford 
to let their growth continue by fits 
and starts; impulsive development in 
the long run breeds inefficiency, alien- 
ation, and irrelevance. 

Size can be managed imaginatively 
0 e.g ., the cluster colleges) ; costs can 
be controlled and allocated produc- 
tively to a program mix that is dy- 
namic, but does not grow capriciously ; 
and an organization structure based 
on competence and candor rather than 
power and status can be built. But 
this will require managerialization of 
a professional order. With it, univer- 
sities have a chance not only for rele- 
vance, but also for real leadership. 
Without it, their destiny remains, with 
few exceptions, the awful middle. 
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NATIONAL LABORATORY FOR 
HIGHER EDUCATION 

Senior College Division 

The NLHE senior college division’s 
program, Administrative and Organi- 
zational Systems (AOS), is designed 
to assist colleges and universities in 
introducing a continuous process of 
constructive, rational, and orderly 
change. It is a program which insti- 
tutionalizes change as part of an un- 
ending cycle of institutional self-re- 
newal. 

The senior college division staff 
members have designed or modified 
planning and decision-making pro- 
cesses which any college or univer- 
sity can selectively adapt to its own 
particular needs. These processes 
involve several related components, 
each considered essential to the 
achievement of effective decision- 
making and administrative practices 
for the 70’s and beyond. The three 
major components of the AOS pro- 
gram are organization development, 
institutional research, and informa- 
tion systems. 

The AOS program is a long-term, 
developmental effort, with various 
stages scheduled over a period of 
years. Some products are now avail- 
able, others are being field-tested, 
and still others are in preliminary 
states of development. AOS products 
and "user guides” will be made avail- 
able to colleges and universities 
across the nation as they are tested, 
evaluated, and refined. 
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